Background {#Sec1}
==========

Type 1 diabetes (T1D) now occurs more frequently in younger children who are often pre-school age and enter the education system with specific support needs to optimally manage their blood glucose and insulin regime \[[@CR1]\]. It is predicted that there will be a rise in childhood T1D across all ages in Europe over the next 20 years \[[@CR2]\]. In the United States (US), approximately 13,000 new cases are diagnosed annually in children with about 15,000 young people under 19 years of age living with T1D \[[@CR3]\].

In order to minimise the risk of developing long-term complications it is important that every child and young person with T1D receives appropriate care from diagnosis, and that good metabolic control is maintained \[[@CR4]\]. Most children age 4 to 11 years are dependent on adults for their T1D care and for many, a large part of every day is spent in educational, or early years settings. It is important that systems are in place so that children and young people feel comfortable in educational settings and confident to manage their T1D. To optimize the child's T1D management, school personnel must be knowledgeable about T1D care issues and provide an environment that promotes safety and optimal T1D management. The child with T1D should be able to participate fully in all school activities while performing blood glucose testing, eating appropriately, and administering insulin as needed. Young people attending college/university often live away from their families and need to be able to independently self-manage their T1D.

Why is the review needed? {#Sec2}
-------------------------

Two recent narrative reviews \[[@CR5], [@CR6]\] have focused on T1D and school and both have methodological limitations. Wodrich *et al.*\[[@CR6]\] did not use systematic processes or report the characteristics and designs of studies. Tolbert \[[@CR5]\] only used the keywords type 1 diabetes, school and management to retrieve 10 quantitative descriptive surveys and 1 mixed-method study. No attempt was made to determine study quality in either review. Although these reviews provide useful background context, neither provide a trusted source of synthesized evidence to inform decision-making and policy and practice development.

It is important that a child or young person's T1D should be managed effectively in educational settings in order to ensure optimal glycaemic control. In contrast to the previous reviews, we sought to conduct a policy-informed mixed-method systematic review that utilized a comprehensive and systematic search strategy and assessed the methodological quality of the included studies. Findings from the review were then used to inform intervention development in a large United Kingdom (UK) Government funded study \[[@CR7]\]. The objectives were:

To determine the effectiveness of interventions across all outcomes conducted with children, young people and school personnel to optimize T1D care and management in educational settings,To explore the attitudes and experiences of children and young people with T1D and those involved with their care and management to identify the barriers and facilitators to achieving optimal T1D management educational settings, andTo conduct an overarching synthesis to determine the extent to which interventions to optimize T1D care and management in educational settings addressed the barriers, and built on the facilitators, to optimal care identified by children, young people, parents and school personnel.

Conceptual framework {#Sec3}
--------------------

In the UK \[[@CR8]--[@CR18]\] and US \[[@CR19]--[@CR22]\], a number of key guidelines set out the components of safe and optimal T1D care at school. International clinical practice consensus guidance has also been developed by the International Society for Pediatric and Adolescent Diabetes (ISPAD) \[[@CR14]\]. The development of T1D medical management plans that address specific needs of the child, specific guidance on general T1D management, and training needs of all those involved in supporting the child with T1D at school are common across all guidelines. We extracted key elements of best practice for children's T1D management in schools and used this as a conceptual framework to guide analysis and interpretation of evidence (Table [1](#Tab1){ref-type="table"}).Table 1**Common elements of effective diabetes management in school**Policies and Guidelines used in the UK\[[@CR8]--[@CR18]\] -- including European guidelines.Policies and Guidelines US\[[@CR19]--[@CR23]\]**Assembling school health care plans**An individualised diabetes medical management plan should be agreed by the parent/guardian, school, and the student's Children and Young Persons Specialist Diabetes team \[[@CR12]\] and updated on a regular basis \[[@CR11]\].A Diabetes Medical Management Plan (DMMP) should be developed by the student's personal diabetes health care team with input from the parent/guardian \[[@CR19], [@CR22]\] along with specific Individualized Health Care Plans (IMP) and Emergency Care Plans (EMP) \[[@CR20]\].**Checking blood glucose during the school day**To provide and clean and safe environment \[[@CR11]\].A location in the school that provides privacy during blood glucose monitoring \[[@CR19], [@CR22]\].Suitable location to check blood glucose \[[@CR9]\].Permission for the student to check his or her blood glucose level and take appropriate action to treat hypoglycaemia in the classroom or anywhere the student is in conjunction with a school activity, if indicated in the student's DMMP \[[@CR19], [@CR20], [@CR22]\].**Accessibility and storage of supplies**Provision of fridge space for spare supplies of insulin \[[@CR11]\].Permission for self-sufficient and capable students to carry equipment, supplies, medication, and snacks; to perform diabetes management tasks \[[@CR19], [@CR22]\].Provide correct storage of supplies where necessary \[[@CR11]\].Diabetes supplies and equipment (for example, glucogel, glucose drinks and some complex carbohydrate to treat hypoglycaemic episodes) should be accessible to the student at all times \[[@CR8], [@CR9]\].An appropriate location for insulin and/or glucagon storage, if necessary \[[@CR19], [@CR22]\].Parents and, where appropriate, school nurses and other carers should have access to glucagon for subcutaneous or intramuscular use in an emergency, especially when there is a high risk of severe hypoglycaemia \[[@CR17]\].The parents/guardian should supply the school with a glucagon emergency kit \[[@CR20], [@CR23]\].Parents and, where appropriate, school nurses and other carers should be offered education on the administration of glucagon \[[@CR17]\].The school nurse and/or trained diabetes personnel must know where the kit is stored and have access to it at all times \[[@CR20], [@CR23]\].An appropriate location glucagon storage, if necessary \[[@CR19], [@CR22]\].The provision of emergency supply boxes \[[@CR11]\].The parents/guardian must provide an emergency supply kit for use in the event of natural disasters or emergencies when students need to stay at school \[[@CR20]\].Hyperglycemia remedies should always be readily available at school \[[@CR18]\].**Administering insulin during the school day**Provide and clean and safe environment \[[@CR11]\].The school nurse and/or trained diabetes personnel should assist with insulin administration in accordance with the student's health care plans and education plans \[[@CR20]\].Suitable, private location to manage injections \[[@CR9]\].A location in the school that provides privacy during insulin administration, \[[@CR19], [@CR22]\].Accessibility to scheduled insulin at times set out in the student's DMMP as well as immediate accessibility to treatment for hyperglycemia including insulin administration as set out by the student's DMMP \[[@CR19], [@CR22]\].**Accessibility of and participation in physical education in schools**Schools should allow children and young people with diabetes to manage their diabetes according to their chosen management form and to take part in the full range of school activities \[[@CR12]\].Students with diabetes should participate fully in physical education classes and team or individual sports \[[@CR20]\].Staff in charge of physical education or other physical activity sessions should be aware of the need for them to have glucose tablets or a sugary drink to hand \[[@CR9]\].Physical education teachers and sports coaches must be able to recognize the symptoms of hypoglycemia and be prepared to call for help with a hypoglycemia emergency \[[@CR20]\].**Food and dietary management**To give permission for child/young person to eat whenever required \[[@CR11]\].School nurse and back-up trained school personnel responsible for the student who will know the schedule of the student's meals and snacks and work with the parent/guardian to coordinate this schedule with that of the other students as closely as possible \[[@CR19], [@CR22]\].Children and young people with diabetes need to be allowed to eat regularly during the day. This may include eating snacks during class-time or prior to exercise. Schools may need to make special arrangements for them if the school has staggered lunchtimes \[[@CR9]\].Permission for the student to eat a snack anywhere, including the classroom or the school bus, if necessary to prevent or treat hypoglycemia \[[@CR19], [@CR22]\].Snacks should be available during the school day \[[@CR18]\].The food service manager or staff and/or the school nurse should provide the carb content of foods to the parents/guardian and the student \[[@CR20]\].Information on serving size and caloric, carbohydrate, and fat content of foods served in the school \[[@CR19], [@CR22]\].**Planning for special events, field trips, and extracurricular activities**Pupils with diabetes must not be excluded from day or residential visits on the grounds of their condition \[[@CR12]\].Full participation in all field trips, with coverage provided by trained diabetes personnel \[[@CR19]\].Information should be readily available from the paediatric diabetes specialist nurse on the inclusion of children and young people with diabetes on school trips \[[@CR11]\].The school nurse or trained diabetes personnel should accompany the student with diabetes on field trips \[[@CR20]\].Parental attendance at field trips should never be a prerequisite for participation by students with diabetes \[[@CR20]\].Full participation in all school-sponsored activities, with coverage provided by trained diabetes personnel \[[@CR19], [@CR22]\].The school nurse or trained diabetes personnel should be available during school-sponsored extracurricular activities that take place outside of school hours \[[@CR20]\].**Flexible accommodation for exams and tests**Permission for the student to use the restroom and have access to fluids (i.e., water) as necessary \[[@CR19], [@CR22]\].Alternative times and arrangements for academic exams if the student is experiencing hypoglycaemia or hyperglycaemia \[[@CR20]\].**Dealing with emotional and social issues**The student's personal diabetes health care team and school health team must be aware of emotional and behavioral issues and refer students with diabetes and their families for counseling and support as needed \[[@CR20]\].**Assisting the student with performing diabetes care tasks**\
**(Blood glucose monitoring, insulin and glucagon administration, and urine or blood ketone testing)**Support for blood glucose monitoring and guidance on the interpretation of blood glucose results and any subsequent action \[[@CR8], [@CR9]\].Assignment of diabetes care tasks, must take into account State laws that may be relevant in determining which tasks are performed by trained diabetes personnel \[[@CR20]\].Support of administration of insulin including treatment changes and a suitable location \[[@CR8], [@CR9]\].The school nurse is the most appropriate person in the school setting to provide care for a student with diabetes \[[@CR20]\].The School nurse and back-up trained school personnel who can check blood glucose and ketones and administer insulin, glucagon, and other medications as indicated by the student's DMM \[[@CR19], [@CR22]\].Permission for the student to see the school nurse and other trained school personnel upon request \[[@CR19], [@CR22]\].Permission to miss school without consequences for illness and required medical appointments to monitor the student's diabetes management. This should be an excused absence with a doctor's note, if required by usual school policy \[[@CR19], [@CR22]\].**Diabetes education and training of school nurses and school personnel**Staff in schools should receive appropriate and consistent training, advice and support from health services and children's diabetes specialist service \[[@CR11]\].All school personnel - Level 1. Diabetes Overview and How to Recognize and Respond to an Emergency Situation \[[@CR19], [@CR20], [@CR22]\].Education about diabetes must be provided to teachers and other school personnel, including school receptionists, PE teachers and school nurses, on a regular basis \[[@CR12]\].School personnel who have responsibility for the student with diabetes throughout the school day (e.g., classroom, physical education, music, and art teachers and other personnel such as lunchroom staff, coaches, and bus drivers).- Level 2 Diabetes Basics and What to Do in an Emergency Situation \[[@CR19], [@CR20], [@CR22]\].Children and young people, their parents, schoolteachers and other carers should be offered education about the recognition and management of hypoglycaemia \[[@CR17]\].School staff members designated as trained diabetes personnel who will perform or assist the student with diabetes care tasks when allowed by State law - Level 3. General and Student-Specific Diabetes Care Tasks \[[@CR19], [@CR20], [@CR22]\].Staff members need an appropriate level of diabetes education, and this should be relevant to activities that take place on the premises as well as those associated with participation in school trips and camps \[[@CR24]\].It is important that when staff agree to administer blood glucose tests or insulin injections, they should be trained by an appropriate health professional \[[@CR17]\].School nurses need to update their diabetes knowledge regularly and have their competencies checked on a regular basis \[[@CR21]\].Training of nonmedical school personnel to perform diabetes care duties is essential and should be facilitated by a diabetes-trained health care professional such as the school nurse or a certified diabetes educator \[[@CR20]\].When staff agree to administer blood glucose tests or insulin injections, they should be trained by an appropriate health professional \[[@CR8], [@CR9]\].Opportunities for the appropriate level of ongoing training and diabetes education for the school nurse \[[@CR19], [@CR22]\].**Recognizing and treating hypoglycemia**Ability to recognise and manage hypoglycemia \[[@CR8]--[@CR16]\].Early recognition of hypoglycemia symptoms and prompt treatment \[[@CR20]\].All school personnel who have responsibility for the student with diabetes should receive a copy of the Hypogycemia Emergency Care \[[@CR20]\].**Recognizing and treating hyperglycemia**Awareness by school staff of the signs of hyperglycaemia \[[@CR8]--[@CR16]\].Hyperglycemia needs to be recognized and treated in accordance with the student's DMMP \[[@CR20]\].All school personnel who have responsibility for the student with diabetes should receive a copy of the Hyperglycemia Emergency Care Plan and be prepared to recognize and respond to the signs and symptoms of hyperglycemia \[[@CR20]\]. Supervision until appropriate treatment has been administered \[[@CR19], [@CR22]\].**Communication between school health personnel and diabetes healthcare providers**None identifiedNone identified**Self-care and management at college/university**None identifiedNone identified

Methods {#Sec4}
=======

Review design {#Sec5}
-------------

We conducted a mixed-method systematic review. The design was informed by mixed-method synthesis methods developed by the Evidence for Policy and Practice Information (EPPI) Centre \[[@CR25], [@CR26]\] and is shown in Figure [1](#Fig1){ref-type="fig"}. We followed Cochrane Effective Practice and Organisation of Care Guidance on the inclusion of more diverse quantitative study designs to determine the effectiveness of interventions as our initial scoping review has identified few randomized controlled trials \[[@CR27]\]. The EPPI 'mixed-methods' triangulation approach maps evidence from effectiveness studies (Stream1: quantitative data) with evidence from studies reporting the attitudes and experiences of participants (Stream 2: non intervention studies including surveys and qualitative studies). We then conducted an overarching narrative synthesis from streams 1 and 2 to determine the extent to which interventions to optimize T1D care and management in educational settings addressed the barriers, and built on the facilitators, identified by children, parents and teachers. The quantitative component of the review (stream 1) adhered as far as possible to PRISMA reporting guidelines (<http://www.prisma-statement.org>). We developed a detailed protocol which is not publically available.Figure 1**Mixed-methods review design.**

Search methods {#Sec6}
--------------

The search strategy is summarised within a modified Setting, Population/People/Perspective, Intervention/Issue of Interest, Comparison, Evaulation (SPICE) \[[@CR28]\] table (see Table [2](#Tab2){ref-type="table"}). The search terms included medical subject headings (MeSH) and 'free text' terms in combination and was adapted according to the particular database. A single search was used for both stages of the review with no methodological restrictions (for a sample of searches see Additional file [1](#MOESM1){ref-type="media"}). The databases searched for relevant studies were: CINAHL, MEDLINE, Scopus, British Nursing Index, Cochrane Library, EMBASE, PsychINFO and Web Of Science. In addition, reference lists of retrieved papers and published reviews were searched and unpicked for potentially relevant papers. References were managed using Endnote X1.Table 2**Search terms presented with the SPICE Framework**Quantitative review of the strategies and/or interventions that are conducted within an educational setting that seek to improve the care of children and young people with type 1 diabetesSettingPopulationIntervention and issues of interestComparisonEvaluationEducational Setting in any countryChildren/Young People with type 1 diabetesAll interventions to promote optimal management diabetes in school settingsAny comparison of interest including usual careBlood Glucose Monitoring12^th^/twelfth grade3- 18 years pre school or educationEducationalGlyc\*mic control6^th^/sixth grade18 -- 30 in higher educationPsychosocialBlood Glucose MonitoringCollege**School-aged children**MedicalBlood Glucose LevelsDiabetes CampP\*diatricNursingSelf Monitoring Blood GlucoseInstituteChild\$PsychotherapeuticBlood glucose testingJunior HighAdolescen\$Secondary issues to include programme theory and service delivery.BGKindergardenYoung person\$Metabolic glyc\*mic controlKindergartenYoung peopleGlucose controlNurseryYoung patientsSMBGPolytechnicYoung womenSelf monitoringPre SchoolYoung menSelf regulationSchoolYoung adult\$Metabolic controlSchool CampYoungstersBlood sugarsSummer campYouthHyposUniversityYear old\$Hyperglyc\*miaTeen\$Low blood sugarYears of ageHyperglyaemiaJuvenileHigh blood sugarPube\$Adult {and type 1 and/ , ages 16, 17, 18)HbA1c**Condition**Glycos\*lated H\*moglobinDiabetesGlycated H\*mogloblinDiabetes MellitusGHbDiabetes Mellitus , Type 1H\*moglobin A1cDiabeticHbA1cDiabetic patientsAuto controlling gly\*emiaDiabetic controlType 1 or type lInsulin ManagementDMInsulin injectionsIDDMInsulin sensitivityInsulin dependent diabetes mellitusInsulin adjustmentSudden onset diabetes mellitusInsulin replacementAuto immune diabetes mellitusHypoglycemic AgentsInsulin deficient diabetes mellitusDiabetes insipidusDietary behaviourEarly diabetes mellitusNutritionLabile diabetes mellitusEating patternsT1DEating behavio\*rJuvenile DiabetesCarbohydratesCarbsCHOSnacksSnackingCarbohydrate CountingCarb CountingQualitative synthesis of the facilitators and barriers to managing type 1 diabetes within an educational setting for children and young people with type 1 diabetes and those involved with their care**SettingPerspective/PeopleIssues of InterestComparisonEvaluation**Educational Setting in any countryChildren/Young People with type 1 diabetesFacilitators/Barriers to:Compare children with parents/professionalsManagement12^th^/twelfth grade3 - 18 years preschool or formal educationFamilyPatient care management6^th^/sixth grade18 -- 30 post compulsory educationProblems/SupportFamiliesManagement skillsCollege**School-aged children**Knowledge ofSiblingsSelf-management behavioursDiabetes CampP\*diatricAttitudes toBrothersInstituteChild\$Experiences ofSistersSelf-managementJunior HighAdolescen\$KnowledgeParentsSelf-careKindergardenYoung person\$AttitudesMotherCareKindergartenYoung peopleTraining of staffFatherSelf-efficacyNurseryYoung patientsComplianceGrandparentsSelf Regualt\$PolytechnicYoung womenBehavioursPeersSelf monitor\$Pre SchoolYoung menKnowledgeSchool NursesSelf manage\$SchoolYoung adult\$AttitudesSchool StaffSelf Adheren\$School CampYoungstersTraining of staffTeachersMedical ManagementSummer campYouthComplianceSchool PsychologistsHealth care routinesUniversityYear old\$BehavioursSchool CounsellorsHealth related quality lifeTeen\$NeedsSchool NursesYears of agePerceptionsSchool Health ProfessionalsJuvenileConcernsSchool personnelPube\$PracticesSchool AdministratorsAdult {and type 1 and/, ages 16, 17, 18)ExpectationsCoachesTeaching assistantsLearning support assistant/LSA**Condition**DiabetesDiabetes MellitusDiabetes Mellitus, Type 1DiabeticDiabetic patientsDiabetic controlType 1 or type lDMIDDMInsulin dependent diabetes mellitusSudden onset diabetes mellitusAuto immune diabetes mellitusinsulin deficient diabetes mellitusDiabetes insipidusEarly diabetes mellitusLabile diabetes mellitusT1DJuvenile Diabetes

Inclusion/exclusion criteria {#Sec7}
----------------------------

Studies were included if they focused on children and young people with T1D within an educational setting and included those 3--16 years in preschool or formal education and those 16--25 in post compulsory education. In addition, studies including or focusing on parents, peers, educational setting personnel and health professionals that related to this age group were included. Restrictions were not applied in terms of research design or methods. Unpublished data were not sought from authors. All studies published in the preceding 15 years were included (January 1996-July 2011) that were conducted in any country and published in English in peer-reviewed scientific journal. A 15 year window was selected to capture a reasonably contemporary context. Studies were excluded if there was no before and after measures (stream 1) and if the study did not directly report the views of children and young people, parents, peers, professionals (stream 2).

Screening {#Sec8}
---------

All studies identified were assessed for relevance by DE and LS to the review based on the title and abstract. For studies that appeared to meet the inclusion criteria, or in cases when a definite decision could not be made based on the title and/or abstract alone, the full paper was obtained for detailed assessment by two researchers against the inclusion criteria. Any disagreement was resolved by consultation with a third independent reviewer (JN).

Search outcome {#Sec9}
--------------

Figure [2](#Fig2){ref-type="fig"} shows the flow of papers at each stage. A total of 71 papers reporting 66 studies were included.Figure 2**Flow chart through study selection process.**

Quality assessment {#Sec10}
------------------

For stream 1 (intervention studies), randomised intervention studies were assessed on criteria developed by Kirk *et al*. \[[@CR29]\]. A summary of the quality assessment is provided in Table [3](#Tab3){ref-type="table"}.Table 3**Quality of randomised intervention studies**Author/s CountryRandomisationBlindingSample sizeComparability of groups at baselineLength of follow upITTRisk of BiasConcealmentUse of power\
calculationAttrition**Children and young people with T1D at school settings**Nguyen *et al.*\[[@CR30]\]\
USUnclearNot applicable18Yes3 monthsNot reportedUnclearUnclearNo2 dropped out of control groupIzquierdo *et al.*\[[@CR31]\]\
USUnclearNot applicable41Apart from mean body mass index which was lower in the intervention group1 YearNot reportedUnclearUnclearNoNot reported**School personnel working with children and young people with T1D**Husband *et al.*\[[@CR32]\] CanadaUnclearNot applicable44Yes7 weeksNot reportedUnclearUnclearNo37/44 completed (84%)

Key aspects of quality for non randomised intervention studies in stream 1 were based on the work of Deek *et al.*\[[@CR33]\] (see p39 of the Centre for Reviews and Dissemination, University of York guidance on undertaking reviews in health care \[[@CR34]\] ). A summary of the quality assessment is provided in Table [4](#Tab4){ref-type="table"}.Table 4**Study characteristics and quality appraisal for intervention studies (Stream 1)**Study/CountryDesignParticipant detailsAge (years)Quality appraisalProvider of intervention**Children and young people with T1D at school settings**Izquierdo *et al.*\[[@CR31]\] USRCT -- 2 arms25 schools with 41 children randomisedTarget range: Kindergarten to 8^th^ grade (≤13 years)See Table [3](#Tab3){ref-type="table"}Intervention (n = 23) Usual care (n = 18)Intervention: 9.74 ± 2.18 yearsSchool nurse/PDSNControl 10.56 ± 2.5 yearsEngelke *et al.*\[[@CR35]\] USBefore and after study36 childrenTarget range 5--19 yearsABCDEGHISchool nurseActual age of sample not specifiedNguyen *et al.*\[[@CR30]\] USRCT -- 2 arms36 childrenI: Range 11--16 yearsSee Table [3](#Tab3){ref-type="table"}I (n = 18)/C (n = 18)Mean 14.0 + 1.8 yearsSchool nurse/ParentsC: Range 10--17 yearsMean 13.3 + 1.7Faro *et al.*\[[@CR36]\] USBefore and after study27 childrenTarget range: Kindergarten to 6^th^ grade (≤11 years)ABCEHPNPActual age of sample not specifiedWdowik *et al.*\[[@CR37]\] USControlled trial31 university studentsActual range: 18 to 27 yearsABCDEHII (n = 21)/C (n = 10)Mean 22 yearsRD/CED**School personnel working with children and young people with T1D**Husband *et al.*\[[@CR32]\] CanadaRCT -- 2 arms44 elementary teachersSample characteristics of children with T1D not specifiedSee Table [3](#Tab3){ref-type="table"}I (n = 22)/C (n = 22)Diabetes researchersSiminerio and Koerbel \[[@CR38]\] USBefore and after study156 school personnel from six school districtsNot linked to specific children with T1DABCEFDiabetes educators (n = 2)Cunningham and Wodrich \[[@CR39]\]\
USAnalog experiment (allocated)90 regular & SE elementary teachers from 4 schoolsNot linked to specific children with T1DABCDEFIResearchersWodrich \[[@CR40]\]\
USAnalog experiment (random assignment)122 CE & P-S teachers from 1 universityNot linked to specific children with T1DABCDEFIResearchersBullock *et al.*\[[@CR41]\]\
USCohort study537 school nursesNot linked to specific children with T1DABCDEFHIParticipation in an on-line CEP for T1D (n = 120)Who had not participated in CEP for T1D(n = 417)Researchers from MDHSS/MUSSONBachman and Hsueh \[[@CR42]\]\
USProgram evaluation15 school nursesNot linked to specific children with T1DABCDEFHIParticipated in an on-line CEP for T1DResearchers**Key**: BG -- Blood glucose, C -- Control; CE -- Continuing Education; CED - Certified Diabetes Educator; CEP - Continuing Education Program; I -- Intervention; MDHSS - Missouri Department of Health and Senior Services; MUSSON - University of Missouri Sinclair School of Nursing; PDSN - Paediatric Diabetes Specialist Nurse; PEP - Paediatric Nurse Practitioner; P-S -- Pre-Service; RCT -- Randomised Controlled Trial; RD -- Registered Dietician; SE -- Special Education; T1D - Type 1 Diabetes UC -- Usual Care**Quality criteria key:** A-Clear statement of the aims of the study; B-Adequate description of the context for the study; C-Clear specification of research design and its appropriateness for the research aims; D-Reporting of clear details of the sample and method of recruitment/sampling; E-Clear description of data collection; F-Clear description data analysis provided G-Attempts made to establish rigour of data analysis; H-Discussion of ethical issues / approval details; I-Inclusion of sufficient original data to support interpretations and conclusions.

The strength of synthesized findings for stream 1 (intervention studies) was assessed using the Grading of Recommendations, Assessment, Development and Evaluation (GRADE) approach \[[@CR43]\] where certainty of evidence is reported as being high, moderate or low/very low.

For studies in stream 2 (non-intervention studies) that used a survey design we used the checklist as designed by Rees *et al.*\[[@CR44]\] and for qualitative studies using the appropriate checklist available from the Critical Appraisal Skills Programme (CASP) \[[@CR45]\]. These were then incorporated with quality criteria that were adapted from Kirk *et al*. \[[@CR29]\] to provide a summary of quality assessment and available with Table [5](#Tab5){ref-type="table"}.Table 5**Study characteristics and quality appraisal for non-intervention studies (Stream 2)**Study/CountryDesignParticipant detailsAge (years)Quality appraisal**Children, young people and/or parents with T1D at school settings**Nabors *et al.*\[[@CR46]\] USInterviews105 children whilst at day and summer campMean 10.11 (S.D. 2.2)ABCDEHISurveyRange 6 -- 14.6Bodas *et al.*\[[@CR47]\] SpainSurvey414 children whilst at summer campsTarget range 6-16ABCEFIPeters *et al.*\[[@CR48]\] USSurvey167 children from diabetes's clinicMean 12.8 (S.D. 2.5)Review of clinic recordsTarget range 8-17ABCDEFGHILehmkuhl and Nabors \[[@CR49]\] USSurvey58 children whilst at summer campMean 11.5 (S.D 1.0)ABCEHIPilot StudyTarget range 8-14Tang and Ariyawansa \[[@CR50]\] UKSurvey11 children & 11 parents from diabetes clinicsTarget range 12-16ABCEFHIWang *et al.*\[[@CR51]\] TaiwanInterviews2 childrenAge 14/Age 15ABCDEFGHINewbould *et al.*\[[@CR52]\] UKInterviews26 children & 26 parents from GP practicesMean 11.7ABCDEFGHITarget range 8-15MacArthur \[[@CR53]\] UKSurvey15 children from diabetes clinicsTarget range 10-16ABCHIClay *et al.*\[[@CR54]\] USSurvey75 children & 75 parents from diabetes clinicsMean 13.3 (S.D. 2.8)ABCDEFGHITarget range 8-18Schwartz *et al.*\[[@CR55]\] USSurvey80 children & 80 parents from diabetes clinicsTarget range 5-12ABCEHHema *et al.*\[[@CR56]\] USSelf completion diaries52 children whilst at summer campMean 13.02 (S.D. 2.66)/Target range 8-18ABCDEFHI8-12 (n = 19)/13--18 (n = 33)Peyrot \[[@CR57]\] Brazil, Denmark, Germany, Italy, Japan, The Netherlands, Spain, USASurvey1905 children^aa^Mean 21.3 (S.D. 2.4 )/Target range 18-25ABCDEFHI4099 parents^b^ part of DAWN Youth WebTalk study^b^Mean 10.5 (S.D. 4.2)/Target range 0-16Carroll and Marrero \[[@CR58]\] USFocus groups31 children from physicians' officesMean 14.9ABCDEFGHITarget range 13-1813-14 (45%), 15--16 (35%), 17--18 (20%)Waller *et al.*\[[@CR59]\] UKFocus Groups24 children & 29 parents from diabetes clinicsMean 13.07 (S.D 1.59)ABCDEFGHITarget range 11--16Hayes-Bohn *et al.*\[[@CR60]\] USInterviews30 children & 30 parents from diabetes clinicsMean 17.3ABCDEFHITarget range 13-20Wagner *et al.*\[[@CR61]\] USSurvey58 children & 58 parents Whilst at summer campMean 12 (S.D 1.9)ABCDEFHITarget range 8-15Amillategui *et al.*\[[@CR62]\] SpainSurvey152 children^aa^Mean 10.68 (S.D 1.92)/Target range 6-13ABCDEFHI167 parents^b^ from paediatric unit s of 9 hospitals6-9 (29%)/10--13 (71%)^b^Mean 10.37 (S.D 2.15)/Target range 6-136-9 (35%)/ 10--13 (65%)Barnard *et al.*\[[@CR63]\] UKInterviews15 children & 17 parents registered on the Roche Diagnostics insulin pump user customer databaseMean age 12.07 (S.D. 2.71)ABCDEFGHITarget Range 9-17Low *et al.*\[[@CR64]\] USInterviews18 children & 21 parents Whilst at diabetes camps & a regional paediatric endocrinology practice.Mean age 13.9 (S.D. 2.2)ABCDEFGHITarget range 11-18Wilson and Beskine \[[@CR65]\] UKSurvey73 parents via a survey on the UK CWD website\<5 (11%), 5--11 (55%), \>12(34%)ABCDEHAmillategui *et al.*\[[@CR66]\] SpainSurvey499 parents from diabetes clinicsTarget range 3-18ABCDEFGHI3-6(12%), 7-10(26%), 11-14(38%), 15-18(24%)Pinelli *et al.*\[[@CR67]\] ItalySurvey220 parents from 15 diabetes unitsMean 10ABCDEFITarget range 8-13Hellems and Clarke \[[@CR68]\] USASurvey185 parents from diabetes clinicsTarget range 5-18ABCDEGHIJacquez *et al.*\[[@CR69]\] USSurvey309 parents from diabetes clinicsMean 11.83 (S.D. 3.70)ABCDEFGITarget range 4-19Lewis *et al.*\[[@CR70]\] USSurvey47 parents from diabetes clinicsnsABCEIYu *et al.*\[[@CR71]\] USSurvey66 parents from paediatric endocrinology unitMean 12.7 (*diagnosed at ≤5 yrs)*ABCDEFGIMean 12.6 (*diagnosed after 5 yrs)*Lin *et al.*\[[@CR72]\] TaiwanInterviews12 mothers from diabetes clinicsMean 8.4ABCDEFGHIRange 7.3 to 9.2Ramchandani *et al.*\[[@CR73]\] USSurvey51 students (42 valid) from 5 hospital diabetes centresMean 20.1 (S.D. 1.6)ABCDEFHIRange 18.4- 25.7Balfe \[[@CR74]\], \[[@CR75]\] Balfe and Jackson \[[@CR76]\]Interviews17 students from 5 university health centresActual range 18-25ABCDEFGHIBalfe \[[@CR77]\], \[[@CR78]\] UKResearch diariesWdowik *et al.*\[[@CR79]\] USSurvey98 students from 22 college health providersMean 24.4 (S.D. 7.4)ABCDEFGHIWdowik \[[@CR80]\] USFocus group^aa^10 students from 1 university health centre^1^Target range 18--35 (2 over 24 years)ABCDEFHIInterviews^bb^15 students attended pre-college workshop at local diabetes centre representing 9 colleges across 7 states^b^Target range 19-22Geddes *et al.*\[[@CR81]\] UKCase notes55 students Referrals over a 10 year period to one hospital diabetes centreTarget range 18-24ABCDEFGHRavert \[[@CR82]\] USSurvey450 students T1D on graduate surveysMean 20.3 (S.D. 1.6)ABCDEFITarget range 18-25Wilson \[[@CR83]\] UKInterviews23 students no details providedActual range 17-19ABCEFGHI17 (30%), 18 (44%), 19 (26%)Miller-Hagan and Janas \[[@CR84]\] USInterviews15 students Advertisements placed in one universityMean 22.4ABCDEFIActual range 18-40Eaton *et al.*\[[@CR85]\] UKInterview22 studentsMean 20ABCFrom one university medical practiceTarget range 19-21Amillategui *et al.*\[[@CR62]\] SpainSurvey111 teachers of children with T1D attending the paediatric units of nine public hospitals.Experience of teaching a child with T1D (100%)ABCDEFHI**School personnel working with children and young people with T1D**Greenhalgh \[[@CR86]\] UKSurvey85 teachers of children with T1D who attended a diabetes clinic a local hospital 30 teachersExperience of teaching a child with T1D (96%)ABCDEBowen \[[@CR87]\] UKSurveySchool nurse assigned to 5 schoolsHad taught a child with diabetes (20%)ABCDEFGHINot linked into specific children with T1DAlnasir and Skerman \[[@CR88]\] Latif Almasir \[[@CR89]\] BahrainSurvey1140 teachers from 49 randomly selected schoolsNot linked into specific children with T1DABCDEF \[[@CR88]\]ABCDEFI \[[@CR89]\]Gormanous *et al.*\[[@CR90]\] USSurvey463 teachers from schools in one US stateNot linked into specific children with T1DABCDEHITahirovic \[[@CR91]\] Bosnia and HerzegovinaSurvey83 physical education teachers.\
All schools within the region includedNot linked into specific children with T1DABCDEFHMacArthur \[[@CR53]\] UKSurvey11 teachersExperience of teaching a child with T1D (100%)ABCHILinked with children from one local diabetes centre who took who took pre lunch injections at schoolBoden *et al.*\[[@CR92]\] UKInterviews22 teachersNo experience (9%)/Currently teaching (46%)\
In directly involved (9%)/taught in previous year (27%)\
Taught a child though no longer in school (9%)ABCDEFGHI25 primary schools with a child with diabetes in the school (currently or who had left very recently)Nabors *et al.*\[[@CR93]\] USSurvey247 teachers from 5 elementary schools in one cityNot linked into specific children with T1DABCEFGHILewis *et al.*\[[@CR70]\] USSurvey65 teachersNot linked into specific children with T1DABCEI222 schools in 3 counties were randomly selected to participate in the study.Rickabaugh and Salterelli \[[@CR94]\] USSurvey32 physical education teachers linked with 25 children with T1D from schools across three states.Had taught on average 4 children with T1DABCDEGHIChmiel-Perzynska *et al.*\[[@CR95]\] PolandSurvey52 teachers Part of a wider surveyCurrently teaching or had taught a child with diabetes.ABCDENot linked into specific children with T1DFisher \[[@CR96]\] USSurvey70 school nurses from a convenience sample of 115 schoolsExperience of children with T1D: 63%ABCDEGHINumber of children with T1D: 0 (37%)/1 (31%)/2(21%)/3 (6%)/4(3%)/5(1%)Guttu *et al.*\[[@CR97]\] USSurvey21 counties, 19 provided school nurse servicesEach county was characterised as having a good nurse-student ratio (1 nurse \< 1,000 students) or a fair to poor nurse-student ratio (1 nurse \>1,000 studentsABCDEIJoshi *et al.*\[[@CR98]\] USSurvey43 school nurses from schools in 1 US stateNot providedABCEHNabors *et al.*\[[@CR99]\] USSurvey38 school nurses from schools in 3 US statesExperience of children with T1D: 87%\
Number of children with T1D: nsABCDEHIWagner and James \[[@CR100]\] USSurvey132 school counsellors attendees at two school counsellor association annual meetingsExperience of children with T1D: 83% children with diabetes in their schools.ABCDEFGHI14% did not know if there were children with diabetes in their schools.Number of children with diabetes average of 4 studentsSchwartz *et al.*\[[@CR55]\] USSurvey28 school personnel Linked with children from a hospital diabetes centre. 20 schools representedExperience of children with T1D: 63%\
Number of children with diabetes:ABCEHSchool nurses (85%);0(5.9%) / 1--2 (27.5%)Dieticians, teachers, & other (15%)3--4 (41.2%) / 5--10 (13.7%)\>10 (11.8%)Darby \[[@CR101]\] USInterviews11 school nurses helped students with CSII therapyExperience of children with T1D: 100%ABCDEFHISurvey of local schools across 3 countiesNumber of children with T1D: 1-4RN(n = 6), CNP or APN: (n = 2)/LPN (n = 3)**Key:** APN - Advanced practice nurses; CNP - Certified nurse practitioners; DAFNE - Dose Adjustment For Normal Eating; G1 -- group 1, G2- group 2, LPN - Licensed practical nurses, NS -- not stated, RR -- response rate, RN -- Registered Nurse.**Quality criteria key:** A-Clear statement of the aims of the study; B-Adequate description of the context for the study; C-Clear specification of research design and its appropriateness for the research aims; D-Reporting of clear details of the sample and method of recruitment/sampling; E-Clear description of data collection; F-Clear description data analysis provided G-Attempts made to establish rigour of data analysis; H-Discussion of ethical issues / approval details; I-Inclusion of sufficient original data to support interpretations and conclusions.

Confidence in synthesized qualitative and survey findings was assessed using the Confidence in the Evidence from Reviews of Qualitative Research (CerQual) tool developed by Glenton *et al.*\[[@CR102]\], which uses a similar approach to GRADE. The original CerQual approach was designed for qualitative findings and we used the same process but included findings from surveys in the assessment of confidence. Confidence in findings is described as high, moderate or low (See Figure [3](#Fig3){ref-type="fig"}). All studies were included unless fatally flawed and study quality is reported for each stream.Figure 3**CerQual: applying High, Moderate and Low confidence to evidence based on Glenton** ***et al.***\[[@CR45]\]**.**

Data extraction {#Sec11}
---------------

Additional study characteristics (Additional files [2](#MOESM2){ref-type="media"} and [3](#MOESM3){ref-type="media"}) and results (Additional files [4](#MOESM4){ref-type="media"} and [5](#MOESM5){ref-type="media"}) were extracted directly into pre-formatted tables and followed the format recommended by the Centre for Reviews and Dissemination (CRD) \[[@CR34]\]. One researcher extracted the data and a second researcher independently checked extracted data for accuracy and completeness \[[@CR34]\]. Any disagreements were noted and resolved by consensus among the researchers.

Data synthesis {#Sec12}
--------------

Three types of syntheses were performed. Firstly for stream 1 (intervention studies) meta-analysis was inappropriate due to the heterogeneous nature of the studies in relation to populations, interventions and outcomes. Instead the results from the studies (any summary measure) were reported in a narrative summary within and across studies. Secondly, for stream 2 we used Ritchie and Spencer's thematic framework synthesis \[[@CR103]\] for non-intervention studies. All included studies in stream 2 were then uploaded into the software Atlas Ti and an a priori index coding framework based on the conceptual framework presented in Table [1](#Tab1){ref-type="table"} and issues of interest mapped against review questions and objectives was applied to studies. Thirdly, a final overarching synthesis of intervention and non intervention studies was conducted. For this final synthesis a matrix was constructed that mapped best practice guidance against the age-related barriers and facilitators identified by children and young people, parents, school personnel and school health professionals and age-related interventions and outcomes in stream 1 (Additional file [6](#MOESM6){ref-type="media"}). We were particularly interested to see the extent to which interventions were effective and addressed the barriers identified by children, parents and teachers/health professionals, and built upon the facilitators to providing optimal care and management of children and young people with T1D in educational settings. We also identified gaps in evidence, assessed the robustness of the synthesis by making observations about the quality of included evidence, and looked specifically at the age and context of child participants in interventions compared with child participants in studies of attitudes and experiences.

Results {#Sec13}
=======

Description of the studies {#Sec14}
--------------------------

Sixty-six studies were included in the review. For stream 1 (intervention studies) 11 were included (see Table [4](#Tab4){ref-type="table"}, and detailed tabular summary Additional file [2](#MOESM2){ref-type="media"}). Only 3 out of the 11 studies were randomised controlled trials (RCTs) \[[@CR30]--[@CR32]\]; 1 was a controlled trial \[[@CR80]\], 3 were before and after studies \[[@CR35], [@CR36], [@CR38]\], 2 were analog experiments \[[@CR39], [@CR40]\], 1 cohort study \[[@CR41]\] and 1 programme evaluation \[[@CR42]\].

Of the 11 interventions, only 2 were explicitly reported as theory based \[[@CR36], [@CR37]\]. The study by Wdowik \[[@CR79]\] utilised the Theory of Reasoned Action, and Social Learning Theory and developed an expanded Health Belief Model. The conceptual frameworks for the pilot study by Faro \[[@CR36]\] were based on social learning and developmental theory.

Sample sizes were small and ranged from 20 to 156 with the exception of the cohort study where the number of nurses attending the continuing education programme was 417 \[[@CR41]\]. Follow-up periods ranged from 3 months to 1 year. The majority of studies (9) were conducted in the US and 1 study was conducted in Canada \[[@CR32]\].

For stream 2, 55 studies were included (see Table [5](#Tab5){ref-type="table"}, and detailed tabular summary Additional file [3](#MOESM3){ref-type="media"}). Thirty-four studies used a survey design, 17 used a qualitative approach, 2 employed a mixed-method design, 1 utilized a survey followed by qualitative group interviews and 1 employed a retrospective survey using case notes.

Stream 1: Effectiveness of interventions to support children's and young people optimal T1D management in educational settings {#Sec15}
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Studies investigated different types of interventions and used different outcomes to assess their effectiveness and were too diverse to undertake a meta-analysis. A narrative and tabular summaries (see Additional files [2](#MOESM2){ref-type="media"} and [4](#MOESM4){ref-type="media"}) are reported. The narrative summary and tables are organized into two groups: interventions focusing on children and young people with T1D at educational settings and interventions focusing on school personnel.

Interventions focusing on children and young people with T1D at educational settings {#Sec16}
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Diabetes quality-of-life was measured in two studies \[[@CR30], [@CR80]\] Both studies found significant improvements on the treatment barriers subscale at 12 months (Izquierdo *et al.*\[[@CR31]\], p = 0.039) and Engelke, \[[@CR35]\] p = 0.01). Izquierdo *et al.*\[[@CR31]\] also found a significant improvement (at 6 months: p = 0.017 which was maintained at 12 months).

Three studies \[[@CR30], [@CR31], [@CR36]\] measured HbA1c levels (measure of glycaemic control). Two studies \[[@CR30], [@CR31]\] showed significant improvements in the HbA1c readings over a 3 month \[[@CR30]\] (p \< 0.05) and 6 month \[[@CR31]\], (p \< 0.02) period following the intervention, whereas the other \[[@CR36]\] showed no significant change. The effect of the intervention on health service use was measured in two studies. This section of the analysis by Izquierdo *et al.*\[[@CR31]\] was poorly reported but showed that urgent visits to the school nurse for diabetes related problems and urgent calls to the diabetes centre decreased significantly (p value not reported) and that there were significantly fewer hospitalisations (p value not reported), and emergency department visits (p value not reported). Whereas Faro *et al.*\[[@CR36]\] did not show any significant differences for the frequency of hospitalization or emergency department visits.

One study investigated the diabetes knowledge of university students and reported that knowledge was significantly improved (p \< 0.001) as a direct result of the intervention and was maintained at 3 month follow up (p \< 0.001). They also showed a significant increase in the number of university students who knew their recent HbA1c results (p = 0.003) post intervention \[[@CR37]\].

Interventions focusing on school personnel working with children and young people with T1D {#Sec17}
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Six studies involved school personnel and the samples included both school nurses and school teachers \[[@CR38]\], elementary school teachers \[[@CR32]\], regular and special education elementary teachers \[[@CR39]\], continuing education and pre service teachers \[[@CR40]\] and school nurses \[[@CR41]\].

The T1D knowledge of school teachers showed a significant improvement (p \< 0.004) after the implementation of an education programme \[[@CR38]\] whereas there was no significant change after the introduction of a compact disc (CD Rom) teaching tool \[[@CR32]\]. This difference in findings could be attributed to the fact that all school personnel already had experience of caring for a child and young person with T1D and therefore already possessed a good level of knowledge of T1D \[[@CR32]\] whereas only 38% of teachers in the study by Siminerio and Koerbel \[[@CR38]\] had experience of children with T1D.

With regard to confidence, providing education through a CD Rom was found to significantly increase school teachers levels of confidence in managing diabetes (p \< 0.016) \[[@CR32]\]. Two further studies assessed teachers confidence in attributing class learning and behaviour problems to hypothetical students with T1D and found that a teacher's level of perceived confidence to manage a child with T1D in their classroom was not related to the amount of disease related information they received \[[@CR39]\]. However the more knowledge teachers were given about the consequences in the classroom of chronic health conditions the more confident they were in attributing chronic conditions to behavior (p = 0.007) \[[@CR104]\].

Two further studies reported that perceived levels of competence for school nurses and suggested that where diabetes education was part of continuing education programs that school nurses ability to manage students with diabetes would be enhanced \[[@CR41]\] and one study showed significant significantly improved results (p = 0.0001).

Stream 2: Attitudes and experiences of children, young people parents and professionals {#Sec18}
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Best practice guidance (see Table [1](#Tab1){ref-type="table"}) sets out optimal ways for children and young people to self-manage their T1D whilst at school. However, there is no specific guidance on the management of T1D specifically for college/university students but there are recommendations concerning all young people with T1D and alcohol within the NICE guidelines \[[@CR24]\].

Assembling school health care pans {#Sec19}
----------------------------------

Less than half (31-46%) of students had a written care plan \[[@CR55], [@CR65], [@CR69]\]. School policies generally applied to the entire student body within a particular school and did not often consider the child and young person with T1D and their needs to perform T1D self-management at school \[[@CR52], [@CR60]\]. School nurses felt that a care plan for emergencies was important for facilitating the care of a student with T1D in the school environment \[[@CR99]\].

Checking blood glucose during the school day {#Sec20}
--------------------------------------------

Younger students (≤10 years) kindergarten/nursery through to junior/middle school) reported that they needed assistance with blood glucose monitoring during school hours \[[@CR47], [@CR68]\]. This was usually the role of school nurse \[[@CR68]\]; or a designated member of the school staff \[[@CR46], [@CR47], [@CR62], [@CR65]\], peers \[[@CR62]\] and in some instances parents \[[@CR65], [@CR68]\]. Older students(≥12 years) generally required less assistance once they were attending high/secondary school \[[@CR65], [@CR68]\].

Accessibility and storage of supplies and snacks {#Sec21}
------------------------------------------------

Glucagon was found to be available at school for between 34--49% of students \[[@CR47], [@CR66], [@CR69]\]. A high percentage of both children (60%) \[[@CR47]\] and parents (64 percent) \[[@CR66]\], felt that that glucagon should be readily available, together with a person who was aware of how to administer it. Only 10% of children had experienced a serious hypoglycaemic episode at school \[[@CR66]\]. In only a very small number of cases was a call to emergency services made (3% \[[@CR67]\]), or glucagon administered \[[@CR68]\].

Students considered having accessible test kits and snacks available whenever they needed them as important \[[@CR46]\]. Healthcare professionals felt that schools should rethink policies which prevented children having easy access to their medical equipment \[[@CR92]\]. Students reported that storage of medication or items related to T1D was in a variety of places i.e. with the student \[[@CR52]--[@CR54]\], another room in school, in classroom, in the school office \[[@CR52]\], the nurse's office \[[@CR54]\], secretary/teachers office/desk \[[@CR54]\]. School nurses felt that they could better support students if they could have ready "access" to snacks and testing kits as well as appropriate medical supplies \[[@CR98], [@CR99]\]. Most students with T1D took a snack to school \[[@CR50]\] but some reported that they were not allowed to eat snacks when they needed to \[[@CR54], [@CR60]\]. However, some students reported that they it difficult it have a snack before physical education (PE) lessons \[[@CR58]\].

Administering insulin during the school day {#Sec22}
-------------------------------------------

When insulin was administered in school, between 46--97% \[[@CR47], [@CR51], [@CR52], [@CR63], [@CR68]\] self-injected, especially older students (11 years and older) who attended secondary/high school \[[@CR65], [@CR68]\]. For a small minority of students it was the school nurse (18%) \[[@CR54]\] or a member of school staff (1-6%) \[[@CR47], [@CR54], [@CR65], [@CR67]\]. For younger students (6--10 years \[[@CR47]\], ≤ 12 years \[[@CR65]\],:≤10 years \[[@CR68]\]) (2-32%) it was the young student's parent who came into school to give an injection or administer a bolus if the child needed insulin if no one at school was trained and/or allowed to administer insulin \[[@CR47], [@CR65], [@CR67], [@CR68]\]. In certain instances, however, students occasionally had to go home if nobody was available to administer insulin \[[@CR65]\] and when this was not possible a small minority reported treatment modifications were made because of a lack of cooperation from the school \[[@CR47], [@CR66]\]. A small number of students were also not allowed to inject insulin whilst in school \[[@CR50]\].

Some students who self-injected were supervised (20--49%) whilst taking their insulin \[[@CR54], [@CR65]\]. This was usually the role of a school nurse or a designated member of the school staff \[[@CR68]\]. Younger children (6--10 years) required more support \[[@CR47]\] especially if they were in kindergarten/nursery (5--6 years) or infant/elementary school (7--10 years) \[[@CR68]\]. Students generally appreciated being reminded by the teaching staff to administer their insulin \[[@CR54]\].

Only 30--54% of students were permitted to check their own blood glucose in the classroom \[[@CR65], [@CR68], [@CR69]\] increasing to 74% for students at high school \[[@CR68]\]. For those not allowed to perform blood glucose monitoring in the classroom, a number alternative locations are provided which include medical room \[[@CR65]\], school office \[[@CR65]\], head teachers office \[[@CR65]\], anywhere \[[@CR65]\]. Students have been shown to demonstrate significantly better glycaemic control when they are given flexibility to decide where to perform self-care behaviours \[[@CR61]\].

With regard to insulin administration, students reported problems with a lack of a private location within the school where they could administer injections \[[@CR50], [@CR52], [@CR69]\]. Locations provided or chosen by the students included first aid/medical room/health office \[[@CR50], [@CR52], [@CR60], [@CR65]\], toilets/cloakroom \[[@CR50], [@CR52], [@CR65]\], classroom \[[@CR50], [@CR69]\], "Wherever I have my lunch", school dining room \[[@CR53]\], cupboard in the school office \[[@CR53]\], school office \[[@CR65]\], locker between classes \[[@CR61]\] and head teachers office \[[@CR65]\]. However some students reported being happy with their usual place \[[@CR53]\]. Most students with T1D took a snack to school \[[@CR50]\] but some report that they were not allowed to eat snacks when they needed to \[[@CR52], [@CR60]\].

Accessibility of and participation in physical education in schools {#Sec23}
-------------------------------------------------------------------

Whilst some schools provided strategies so that students with T1D could participate in sport \[[@CR52], [@CR66]\], some parents stated that their assistance and presence was required during and/or after school sport \[[@CR67]\] especially for younger children (age not specified) \[[@CR46]\] and in some instances their children were not allowed to play sports such as football \[[@CR70]\]. Children felt that participation in such activities could be facilitated if a nurse was still on site \[[@CR49]\] as T1D supplies were often locked in the nurse's office \[[@CR58]\]. Older children said that their coaches needed to be more knowledgeable about T1D \[[@CR46]\].

Food and dietary management {#Sec24}
---------------------------

The timing of school lunches was a commonly reported problem \[[@CR52]\] with only 25% of primary school teachers and 38% of secondary school teachers appreciated that students with T1D should not be late for a meal \[[@CR86]\].

Some students, parents and school nurses however felt that food choices provided in the school canteen, vending machine and classrooms, which were conducive to healthy T1D management, were limited \[[@CR60], [@CR98]\] and that ensuring snacks and appropriate foods were available can reduce barriers to good control at school \[[@CR99]\]. Students reported that they would benefit from more healthy food and drink options \[[@CR57], [@CR66], [@CR70]\], prominent and consistent information about prepared food and developing nutritional analyses for all foods available in the cafeteria as a way of helping in choosing meal options in the cafeteria \[[@CR60]\]. As a solution, some students in some instances had to take their own lunch to school \[[@CR55]\]. Some parents reported that schools were not able, or did not consider it their responsibility, to modify diets to enable children with T1D to eat a school lunch \[[@CR66]\].

Parents sometimes reported having trouble getting nutritional information about foods served and portion sizes from their child's school. This made it difficult to plan ahead whether using a constant carbohydrate approach or insulin to carbohydrate ratio \[[@CR23]\]. Only 7% of students reported that their school cafeteria made carbohydrate content of prepared foods available \[[@CR61]\].

Planning for special events, field trips, and extracurricular activities {#Sec25}
------------------------------------------------------------------------

Parents reported that their child's T1D affected their decisions regarding extracurricular activities \[[@CR61]\]. In some instances parents/guardians were asked to act as chaperone on field trips, especially for younger children \[[@CR68]\], but parental attendance should not be considered a prerequisite for participation by students with T1D \[[@CR19]\].

Even though teachers felt that all children with T1D should be allowed to go on extended trips with the school \[[@CR86]\], between 15 and 20% \[[@CR47], [@CR62], [@CR65], [@CR66]\] of parents reported experiencing difficulties with their school over responsibility of the children during 1-day trips especially for children under 10 years of age \[[@CR47], [@CR66]\] with greater problems for trips which extend over several days \[[@CR66]\]. In some instances, parents reported that their child was not allowed to participate in outside school trips unless accompanied by a parent or a school nurse \[[@CR70]\] and for others, the schools had specific policies in relation to medication on school trips and worked with the family to ensure that children and young people could participate \[[@CR52]\]. School nurses reported that planning for management during 'out of town' trips was critical \[[@CR99]\].

Flexible accommodation for exams and tests {#Sec26}
------------------------------------------

Flexible accommodation with exams and educational tests was considered important as older children (\>11 years) reported (23-39%) that if they experienced hypoglycaemic events before or during an exam, they did not have the opportunity to do the exam again \[[@CR47], [@CR62]\].

Dealing with emotional and social issues {#Sec27}
----------------------------------------

Students with T1D often expressed a feeling of 'being different' from their peers due to their T1D \[[@CR50]--[@CR52], [@CR55], [@CR92], [@CR99]\]. They also felt embarrassed if they 'had a hypo' \[[@CR51], [@CR55]\] or when they had to check their blood glucose or take medication at school \[[@CR55], [@CR59]\]. These feelings could act as barriers to positive T1D self-care behaviours in school \[[@CR98]\]. In an attempt to not appear different from their peers, young people compromised their T1D self-management by choosing not to alleviate their symptoms \[[@CR51]\]. Some students reported that they did not like peers watching them inject \[[@CR59]\]. On the other hand, some students stated that they did not mind others seeing them take their insulin \[[@CR53]\].

Some parents reported that their child was bullied/picked on at school because of their T1D (26%) \[[@CR65]\] and a small percentage of students themselves reported problems with their peers such as diabetes-related bullying or teasing \[[@CR50], [@CR51], [@CR61]\]. This was more of a problem for older students (over 12 years) in high/secondary school \[[@CR65]\]. As a result, students balanced the need to have peers around them who knew about their T1D and the emergency management strategies by telling one or two close friends they felt they could trust \[[@CR52]\] to keep the T1D a secret from most of their peers \[[@CR46], [@CR51]\]. Some talked about such peers as a T1D "buddy", who with training would be able to recognize hypoglycaemia, alert staff, prompt self-care, buffer teasing, and escort the student to the nurse \[[@CR61]\]. When age and level of HbA1c was taken into consideration, students who received help from trained peers were found to have significantly higher quality-of-life in the school environment \[[@CR61]\].

Assisting the student with performing diabetes care tasks {#Sec28}
---------------------------------------------------------

School healthcare personnel were more able to facilitate optimal management when confident in providing *support to children, able to communicate with healthcare providers*, *possessed T1D knowledge and skills and undertook regular education and training.* The main difference between the UK and US policy was the provision of a school nurse. There are no specific recommendations regarding the role of the school nurse within UK guidelines. The US guidelines recognise the school nurse as the most appropriate person in the school setting to provide care for the student with diabetes.

Despite the policy intent, many US schools did not have a full-time nurse, and sometimes a single nurse covered more than one school \[[@CR105]--[@CR107]\]. The numbers of students reporting that their schools had a school nurse on site varied widely (Spain: 21 to 48% \[[@CR47], [@CR62]\] and US: 65 to 95% \[[@CR54], [@CR68], [@CR69]\] with a smaller percentage working full time \[[@CR46], [@CR68]\], and some students reported that they received support from school counsellors (57%) for non-medical, T1D related problems \[[@CR61]\]. US children reported that even though they had school nurses assigned to their schools that these nurses did not come every day, and they worried about what might happen if they "got very low" and no one was there to help them \[[@CR46]\]. Those nurses who did come every day were not always on site all day and this caused problems for some children as supplies were often locked in their office \[[@CR46]\]. Just under 50% of children from Spanish schools \[[@CR47], [@CR66]\] felt that a nurse should be available daily during school hours to help with the management of T1D. Parents also expressed concern about the qualifications and training and preferred the presence of a daily onsite nurse \[[@CR70]\] as opposed to a health aide who they felt was unable to provide adequate care \[[@CR60]\]. Over 80% of school nurses felt that numbers of school nurses that were available across schools for students with T1D were inadequate and that a school nurse should be available on school premises during the school day if a student with T1D was enrolled \[[@CR55]\]. Guttu *et al.*\[[@CR97]\] demonstrated that a significant correlation existed between increased presence of school nurses and care and services provided to children with T1D.

The greatest support students received at school came from teachers \[[@CR46], [@CR47], [@CR62], [@CR66]\]. A high proportion of school personnel however (65%), expressed concern about the potential liability and child safeguarding issues when caring for students with T1D in school \[[@CR55]\], which was related to concern surrounding exposure to and interaction with children's bodies, especially someone else's child \[[@CR92]\].

The most supportive teachers were those who (1) were flexible in allowing children and young people to test their blood glucose \[[@CR46]\], (2) allowed them go to the nurses' office in the middle of a class or test \[[@CR46]\], (3) included snack times for the entire class based on the schedule of students with T1D \[[@CR60]\], (4) kept a supply of juice or snacks for students with T1D to use during an emergency \[[@CR60]\]. Some students (14--45%) reported that they were not allowed to snack in class when they needed to \[[@CR50], [@CR61], [@CR69]\] or that teachers delayed the student attending the nurse's office to treat their hypoglycaemia \[[@CR61]\].

Diabetes education and training of school nurses and school personnel {#Sec29}
---------------------------------------------------------------------

Some young people felt that school nurses were well educated about T1D \[[@CR60]\], whereas others felt the nurses' knowledge could be improved \[[@CR60]\]. A third of school nurses perceived their own levels of T1D knowledge as being low to average \[[@CR98]\] and rated themselves as moderately confident in providing T1D care and education \[[@CR96]\]. Self-efficacy was significantly higher if they were currently participating in the care of children with T1D, when there were students with T1D in the school system, and when they were supervising students with blood glucose meter testing \[[@CR96]\]. Only 20% felt adequately prepared to assist a child with hypoglycaemia \[[@CR55]\].

Parents reported concerns about Continuous Subcutaneous Insulin Infusion (CSII) therapy in school, specifically testing, bolusing, and pump management \[[@CR64]\]. As well as being completely unfamiliar with pumps or CSII therapy \[[@CR64]\], the biggest challenge faced by school nurses was learning to count carbohydrates when a student was on CSII therapy \[[@CR101]\]. When they first encountered a student on CSII therapy, school nurses were scared, intimidated and overwhelmed as a consequence of their lack of education and experience with this new technology \[[@CR101]\].

The majority of school nurses (94%) had up-to-date T1D reference materials in their offices \[[@CR96]\] with some nurses obtaining information about T1D from the internet and professional books and magazines \[[@CR98]\]. Just over a third (36% of school nurses reported that they had attended a conference on T1D during the past year \[[@CR96]\]. Barriers to acquiring new information by school nurses were time constraints (37%), lack of access to education/regular updates and inadequate training (28%) \[[@CR98]\].

Children and young people reported that they would like teachers to be better informed about T1D and to have better knowledge about T1D in order to help the students manage their T1D in school \[[@CR46], [@CR60], [@CR62]\]. The lack of education received by school personnel was described as being problematic by parents \[[@CR60]\]. Most teachers had received written information about children's T1D (82%) \[[@CR65]\], whereas only 22% of both regular education and special education teachers indicated that they felt well informed regarding T1D \[[@CR93]\]. Students and parents felt that teachers should receive written instructions in order to improve the management of T1D and to improve the child's integration at school \[[@CR47], [@CR66]\], in particular information about the symptoms and steps to be followed in case of a hypoglycaemia, more information about T1D in general, information regarding the optimal management of emergencies \[[@CR62]\] that should be kept in their class and in the common areas \[[@CR47]\]. School nurses however felt that school staff needed to improve their T1D knowledge and this then could reduce barriers to good control at school \[[@CR99]\]. Both children and parents felt teachers had a basic knowledge about T1D and that they were adequately trained to care for children to manage T1D \[[@CR55], [@CR62], [@CR66]\] although sometimes they reported concerns that there was confusion at school between Type 1 and Type 2 diabetes \[[@CR65]\].

Recognizing and treating hypoglycemia and hyperglycemia {#Sec30}
-------------------------------------------------------

Diabetes healthcare professionals' biggest concern was about the ability of teachers to spot the onset of hypoglycaemia and react quickly \[[@CR92]\]. Teachers were confident in their ability to be able to recognise the signs of hypoglycaemia (70-71%) \[[@CR87], [@CR95]\] but were less confident that they would be to cope with emergencies that arose from high or low blood sugar levels (42-63%) \[[@CR87], [@CR95]\].

Communication between school health personnel and diabetes healthcare providers {#Sec31}
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Having regular appointments with healthcare providers and written communication between the healthcare providers and school nurses regarding management needs for school and increased information exchange between the two was seen as beneficial \[[@CR92], [@CR99]\]. However, communication between the healthcare team and the school nurse was reported to only occur often or very often for a quarter of nurses \[[@CR55]\]. Healthcare providers were often difficult to reach and were too busy to respond to questions \[[@CR98]\].

Self-care and management at college/university {#Sec32}
----------------------------------------------

Important facilitators to optimal self-care and management included the ability to balance T1D and student lifestyle and to have specific diabetes management strategies in place when drinking alcohol.

College/University students found it challenging trying to juggle all aspects of T1D. Students said that lack of a perceived routine at university was a barrier to effective self-management \[[@CR80]\] with many reporting little or no time to engage in practices such as blood glucose testing \[[@CR76], [@CR79], [@CR80], [@CR83], [@CR85]\], exercising \[[@CR79], [@CR80], [@CR85]\], eating snacks during the day \[[@CR79], [@CR83]\] and injecting in a suitable environment \[[@CR83]\]. Inadequate finance was also cited as a barrier to successful T1D management with students studying in the US as they worried about the cost of blood glucose monitoring strips \[[@CR80]\]. Whereas in the UK this is not an issue and students reported that being on a student budget did not affect their control because they get free prescriptions and supplies, they either lived in halls of residence where meals were provided, or they borrowed money from their parents, or built up a student debt to be paid off later \[[@CR85]\]. Having to eat in class or carry food or supplies around and having to test blood glucose were seen as barriers to diabetes management \[[@CR80]\]. Motivating factors were being physically able to keep up with their peers and the of long term consequences \[[@CR80]\]. When significant barriers or negative emotions were present Wdowik *et al*. \[[@CR79]\] reported that students with positive attitudes and good intentions however, may be unable to engage in desired self-care behaviours when complications arose. Whilst some students wanted their friends to know about their diabetes and to be able to help them in an emergency others were concerned about what their peers would think if they knew they had diabetes and wanted to avoid being treated differently.

The majority of students reported that they drank alcohol whilst at university \[[@CR74], [@CR82], [@CR85]\]. Drinking excessive amounts of alcohol can interfere with metabolic control and can induce hypoglycaemia and in the longer term it can worsen or increase the risk of diabetes complications \[[@CR108]\].

Students reported using several strategies when drinking alcohol which were in keeping with current guidelines for young people \[[@CR24]\] and general advice for students \[[@CR109]\]. These included the following: eating before and/or during drinking \[[@CR74], [@CR80], [@CR82], [@CR84]\]; keeping track of how many drinks you were having \[[@CR82]\]; determining, in advance, not to exceed a set number of drinks \[[@CR80], [@CR82], [@CR84]\]; avoiding drinking games \[[@CR82]\]; having a friend let you know when you have had enough \[[@CR82]\]; alternating non-alcoholic with alcoholic beverages \[[@CR82]\]; pacing drinks to 1 or fewer per hour \[[@CR82]\]; choosing not to drink alcohol \[[@CR84]\]; drinking an alcohol look-alike (non-alcoholic beer, punch etc.) \[[@CR82]\]; avoiding or diffusing peer pressure \[[@CR84]\]; limiting the frequency of going out to parties and bars \[[@CR84]\]; drinking with trusted friends \[[@CR80], [@CR84]\] who understood the symptoms of low blood sugar that would mimic intoxication \[[@CR80]\], and checking or monitoring blood glucose levels \[[@CR76], [@CR84]\]. Students reported that they usually tested their blood glucose at home, or in more private spaces, before and after going out, rather than while they were out \[[@CR76]\].

Students felt that they did not receive adequate support from their college or university that would enable them to balance the demands of further education and management of their T1D. An example was being allowed to manage their glycemic control during examinations \[[@CR83]\].

Although some students preferred to continue to receive care from their diabetes team in their home town \[[@CR85]\] others felt unsupported by their T1D team \[[@CR83]\]. For example they reported that care had to stop with their old diabetes team now that they were at university and they experienced difficulties assessing a new local diabetes team \[[@CR83]\], whilst others felt that they had not received enough information particularly in relation to managing their diabetes and drinking alcohol \[[@CR84]\].

Overarching synthesis mapping guidance imperatives against barriers and facilitators and interventions for optimal self-management in educational settings {#Sec33}
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Additional file [6](#MOESM6){ref-type="media"} shows the juxtaposition of guidance imperatives mapped against barriers and facilitators to optimal T1D management in educational settings identified by children, parents and professionals, mapped against interventions to promote optimal T1D management in educational settings.

Overall, interventions aimed to provide additional targeted help and support for children to self-manage some specific aspects of their T1D in schools, or interventions to increase knowledge and awareness of school nurses and staff, and better communication with diabetes professionals. These foci broadly match with children's and parents views and experiences of what needs to be done to optimize children's T1D self-management in education settings, which in turn map onto interventions outlined in guidance as shown in Table [1](#Tab1){ref-type="table"}.

In the following section, where reciprocal guidance, quantitative and qualitative evidence exists addressing the same issues, a synthetic line of argument derived from integrating intervention effectiveness and views evidence is presented along with an assessment of the certainty/confidence in evidence.

### Assembling school health care plans {#Sec34}

Having a diabetes medical management plan (DMMP) was shown to be effective in improving diabetes-specific quality of life with regard to treatment barriers (for example: embarrassment about having diabetes, arguments about patient care, and difficulty complying with their diabetes plan) (GRADE:Low \[[@CR35]\]).

School nurses considered plans to be important for optimal diabetes self-management (CerQual:Low). Both children and parents agreed that it was difficult to manage their diabetes at school when DMMPs were not in place, but parents confirmed that this was often the case, especially with regard to providing suitable locations for blood glucose monitoring and insulin administration, allowing students to eat snacks when needed), timing of school lunches, participation in physical activity programmes and extra curricular activities. Children, parents, school personnel and school counsellors all agreed that students who had a DMMP that covered these areas were facilitated to optimally manage their diabetes whilst at school (CerQual:Moderate).

### Checking blood glucose and administering insulin during the school day {#Sec35}

Providing support from an adult, specifically a school nurse, was effective in promoting optimal blood glucose and insulin management for children age 10 to 17 (GRADE:Very Low \[[@CR30]\]). Children (especially younger children under 13 years) and parents confirmed that they needed this type of support and those who received it said that they benefitted from it, whilst those that did not reported ongoing difficulties with their diabetes self-management at school (CerQual:Moderate). However just having someone to review blood glucose readings was not effective (GRADE:Very Low \[[@CR36]\]).

### Food and dietary management {#Sec36}

When students were provided with school menus that included carbohydrate servings for all food items listed this did not have a significant effective on HbA1c levels (GRADE:Low \[[@CR36]\]). However, children and parents reported that it was difficult to manage their diabetes when the canteen did not offer healthy choices, or sufficient information (CerQual:Low). Whereas when snacks and appropriate food and drinks were available (CerQual:Moderate) and nutritional were information were provided (CerQual:Low) this was seen as facilitating optimal T1D management.

### Communication between school health personnel and diabetes healthcare providers {#Sec37}

Healthcare professionals considered that having regular appointments with healthcare providers and written communication between the health care providers and the school nurse regarding management needs for school and increased information exchange between the two was seen as something that would be beneficial (CerQual:Moderate). Strengthening general collaboration between school health personnel and the children's diabetes center staff to resolve diabetes-related school problems and enhance diabetes management showed no significant differences HbA1c. Although a trend towards increased blood glucose monitoring at home was observed and the frequency of insulin administrations at school doubled. Poor communication with health care providers and the school nurse is seen by parents and health care professionals to be a barrier to optimal T1D management (GRADE:Very Low \[[@CR36]\].) Whereas exchanging graphical and tabular blood glucose measurement information between the school nurse with the diabetes center nurse via telemedicine was effective in significantly improving diabetes QOL (treatment barriers and treatment adherence) and HbA1c which was maintained at follow up (GRADE:Very Low \[[@CR31]\]).

### Diabetes education and training of school nurses and school personnel {#Sec38}

Continuing education programmes were effective in increasing perceived competence of school nurses (GRADE:Low \[[@CR42]\]) and enabled nurses to feel that their ability to manage students with diabetes was enhanced (GRADE:Very Low \[[@CR41]\]). Parents and students reported that inadequate knowledge, was a barrier to optimal diabetes management in school and nurses themselves reported that they felt inadequately prepared to assist students with hypoglycemia and manage those on CSII therapy. When nurses had access to up to date information and were able to update their knowledge on skills on a regular basis, then they were more able to assist a students with T1D. Whereas not having any time or access to education and regular updates is seen as a barrier (CerQual:Low).

Education was shown to be effective in increasing confidence but not knowledge of school personnel(GRADE:Very Low \[[@CR32]\]). Providing school personnel with basic disease information about a student with T1D is effective in increasing confidence and their ability to make accommodations for the student within the classroom (GRADE:Very Low \[[@CR39], [@CR40]\]). Care was found to be optimally facilitated when teachers had a basic knowledge about T1D and when they were adequately trained to care for children to manage T1D (CerQual:Moderate). A lack of diabetes knowledge by school personnel was seen by health care professionals, students and parents to be a barrier to the optimal management of T1D in schools (CerQual:Moderate), and healthcare professionals biggest concern was about the ability of teachers to spot the onset of hypoglycaemia and react quickly (CerQual:Low).

Students and parents felt school personnel would benefit from written information about T1D, but teachers themselves were not willing to participate in diabetes training. School personnel received the majority of information about diabetes from parents (CerQual:Low). Students, parents and school counselors reported that training in diabetes management for school staff was seen as beneficial , especially in how to deal with an emergency diabetes situation (CerQual:Moderate).

### Self-care and management at college/university {#Sec39}

When students were supported on campus, knowledge and attitudes and diabetes self-care practices were significantly improved (GRADE:Very Low \[[@CR37]\]). Self-management was easier for students who are able to juggle all aspects of T1D with being a student, and have strategies in place for alcohol consumption, whereas those students who could not manage this struggled to engage in self-care practices, such as poor adherence to dietary recommendations (CerQual:Moderate), and not having adequate finances as a barrier (CerQual:Low).

Discussion {#Sec40}
==========

Irrespective of setting or country context, many children and young people struggle with their T1D in educational settings due to a myriad of barriers to optimal self care and management that are needlessly put in their way. Some young people risk their health and wellbeing by disengaging from active self-care during school hours to avoid drawing attention to themselves or because unnecessary barriers prevent them optimally self-caring. School nurses and school personnel are commonly inadequately trained and many are not able or willing to support children and young people to manage their T1D on a daily basis.

Findings reinforce the appropriateness and importance of intentions contained in guidelines for schools to support students with T1D to optimize their self-care and management during school hours. Schools have a vital role to play in supporting children and yet many failed to fully implement basic common sense principles from mainly best-practice and some evidence-based guidelines. There appears to be no audit or feedback system to assess compliance with guidelines or to continuously improve practice and outcomes for children with T1D. The lack of translation of guidelines and monitoring of school culture and practice towards children with T1D urgently needs addressing.

Optimal management and control of T1D in children and young people in schools is critically important and if effective can reduce the incidence and delay the impact of associated microvascular and other long-term complications \[[@CR4]\]. Better T1D management also has shorter-term benefits, including improved academic performance and school attendance, reduced hospital admissions and greater satisfaction with services \[[@CR12]\].

The few child level and school level interventions that were effective provided additional targeted help and support for children to self-manage their insulin administration and blood glucose monitoring (especially younger children), and educational interventions to increase knowledge and awareness of school nurses and school personnel, and health system interventions such as telemedicine to facilitate better communication between schools and diabetes professionals. The review has limitations as none of these studies explored cost-effectiveness. Although these intervention studies had methodological concerns, their intentions matched with the views of children, parents and professionals as to what was needed to improve T1D management whilst children are at school. These interventions show potential for further development and refinement and more robust evaluation with large scale pragmatic cluster RCTs.

For the interventions that appear intuitively sensible -- such as proving additional targeted and tailored support to children (especially younger children) for blood glucose monitoring and insulin management in school, there is a need to identify and train an appropriate cadre of people to do this as it is unlikely that it will be cost-effective or feasible to employ wrap around qualified and expensive school nurses. As some teachers appear resistant to taking on this role, there is a need to explore more novel and cost-effective solutions such as recruiting volunteer adults with T1D (i.e. following the established model of delivering additional school reading support), or lay health trainers \[[@CR110]\] to support professionals and children to manage a range of health needs in schools including T1D. There are other models that could be worth exploring such as peer to peer support by teenagers and young people who are able to optimally manage their T1D, as well as peers without T1D.

Interventions such as food labeling for carbohydrate content of canteen food which were said by children and parents to be needed but were found to be ineffective require further research to find out why.

Interpretation of evidence is limited by the lack of novel complex intervention, implementation and evaluation research specifically focusing on supporting children and young people with T1D in educational settings. Most of the intervention studies were poorly reported, with many not including estimates of precision (such as confidence intervals) alongside p values. We identified no school-based interventions to promote positive coping or resilience and yet children, parents and professionals all said that many children and young people struggled to cope with their T1D at school and many had been affected by bullying. Nor did we locate any studies of children's T1D information resources or diabetes management tools to specifically support children's self-management whilst at school.

There is also a critical lack of research to inform development of interventions to support young people managing independently of their families whilst studying at further and higher education settings. From the two linked studies identified \[[@CR37], [@CR79]\] it was clear that interventions required by college and university students with T1D are distinctly different to school age students and need to encompass an integrated motivational, educational and lifestyle approach that can be individually-tailored and incorporate a high degree of peer support.

There is a wealth of qualitative and survey evidence describing the experiences of children, parents, and professionals. Children's support needs, the circumstances in which children were well supported, and what needed to be done so that children were not left struggling to manage their T1D were clearly articulated and need to be addressed. There is however not an even spread of evidence across cultures and contexts. School peers are underrepresented and studies vary in quality. Confidence in the transferability of synthesized findings was assessed as 'moderate' because studies were limited to specific contexts or had some issues with methodological rigor. As with all international reviews of this type, readers are required to make judgments about the comparability of their local context and supplement with local evidence where appropriate.

Finally, we used the review findings along with additional primary qualitative research with children to subsequently inform development of a complex and general age-appropriate, individually-tailored, children's T1D information and self-management intervention (self-care information packs and diabetes diaries to manage and titrate insulin doses) \[[@CR111]\]. Although our complex intervention focused on T1D self-care management generally in any setting, and not specifically on school settings, we were interested to find out if the intervention was used at school by children. Our intervention was evaluated in an adequately powered pragmatic RCT that achieved 100% recruitment. Similar to other UK RCTs exploring \[[@CR112]--[@CR118]\] various general (rather than school specific) psycho-educational T1D interventions that were commissioned at the same time, our complex intervention was found to be no more effective than usual care, and was by itself not sufficient to help children navigate the barriers to optimal T1D management experienced by children at school. The lack of impact of any of the recently completed trials of general children's T1D self-care interventions in the UK shows how difficult it is to change children's and their family's behaviour to favour optimal glycaemic control and that other barriers to optimal self-care and management, such as barriers at school (as one example) can negatively impact on outcomes generally. Our embedded process evaluation \[[@CR111]\] involving interviews with 139 children/parents/healthcare professionals provides external validation for the barriers and facilitators to optimal T1D management in educational settings reported in this review.

Conclusions {#Sec41}
===========

This novel mixed-method systematic review is the first to integrate intervention effectiveness with views of children, parents and professionals mapped against guidelines for the optimal management of children and young with T1D in education settings. The key messages are as follows. Self-care by children and young people in educational settings could be improved by fully implementing school T1D guidelines and auditing their impact in a quality improvement process. The evidence-base is limited by methodological quality and there are gaps in knowledge of what works. There are important gaps between what children, young people, parents say are barriers to optimal T1D self-management in educational settings and robustly evaluated interventions that seek to tackle these issues. Telemedicine between healthcare providers and schools, and individually-tailored support for school children is effective in specific contexts, but more robust evaluations are required. Comprehensive lifestyle and relationship management approaches for college and university students warrant further development and evaluation.
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